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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S. C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 24 July 2006 . 
2a)E3 This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) S Claim(s) 1-4,9-20.28-30 and 32-34 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) ^ Claim(s) 33 and 34 is/are allowed. 

6)D Claim(s) 1.3,20.29 and 32 is/are rejected. 

7) S Claim(s) 2.4,9-19.28 and 30 is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)^ The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 !)□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)^ Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(aMd) or (f). 
a)E3 All b)D Some * c)Q None of: 

1. E] Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Drawings 

The applicant's remarks regarding the drawings are correct. The drawings objection is 
hereby withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, 
if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject 
matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1. Claims 1, 3, 29 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Varga (US 1959578) in view of Suzuki et al (US 6177751). 

Varga discloses an axial gap electronic motor (fig 1) including a stator and a rotor each 
formed approximately in a disc shape and disposed opposing at a same rotary shaft with a 
predetermined gap, and the stator core has a plurality of pole members (61) annularly connected 
(figs 2a-2c). 

Varga, however, does not disclose that the stator comprises each of said pole members 
comprise an insulator, i.e. bobbin, having left and right flanges for winding coils and having a connecting 
means for connecting adjacent pole members. 

Suzuki, however, teaches that for the purpose of providing an improved iron core assembly 
are capable of inhibiting a possible increase in the magnetic resistance and a possible occurrence of an 
eddy current so as to obtain improved magnetic performance, thereby ensuring improved rigidity and 
increased mechanical precision for the iron core assembly, an iron core comprises a plurality of pole 
members (34) annularly connected, and each of said pole members comprises an insulation 
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bobbin (36) having left and right flanges for winding and the bobbin also is provided with 
connecting means (41, 43, 45 of figs 8-9) for connecting adjacent pole members, and the bobbin 
having connecting wire supporting member (40) integrally provided in the flange for supporting 
a connecting wire, also resin (58) flowed through passes (5) for further integrally connected the 
poles together and provided as part of the insulator. 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify the stator of the motor by providing the stator with the stator core and insulator 
features, as taught by Suzuki. Doing so would improve the stator structure and magnetic 
characteristic for enhancing mechanical precision as well as magnetic performance of the motor. 

Regarding claim 29, Varga discloses a rotor is sandwiched between two stators. However, 
those skilled in the art would understand that it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to redesign the motor so that a stator is 
sandwiched between two rotors. This is obvious because a double axial-gap motor including a 
stator between two rotors, each formed in a disc shape and disposed opposing at a same rotary 
shaft is well known in the art. Such motor would delivery more output torque. Furthermore, it 
has been held that rearranging parts of an invention involves only routine skill in the art. In re 
Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. This rearranging part of an invention involves only routine skill in the art 
{In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70) since one of ordinary skill in the art would have the necessary 
mechanical skill to make simple reversals of positions of mechanical parts without an express 
teaching in a reference {In re Bozek, 416 F.2d 1385, 1390, 163 USPQ 545, 549 (CCPA 1969). 

Regarding the insulator being integrally formed with the stator iron core as one unit, both 
Varga' s and Suzuki's stators' poles with insulators (bobbin) respectively are read as being 
integrally formed with the stator iron core as one unit. 

For the sake of interpretation of the term "integral", the applicant states that Suzuki's the 
bobbin 36 includes collars 39a, 39b, and a hole 37, to which the salient pole 34 is inserted. 
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Namely, the bobbin 36 made of resin is formed separately from the salient pole 34, and 
assembled together. The bobbins 36 arranged annularly are molded together with the resin 58. 
Therefore, Suzuki requires additional steps of molding the bobbins 36 and the salient poles 34. 

Notice that the applicant's statement is related to the method of forming the insulator, one 
would assume that the applicant's reason for pointing out a possible method of the Suzuki's 
stator structure with the intention to support the newly added limitations that the insulator being 
integrally formed with the stator iron core as one unit. However, the method of how the 
insulator (bobbin) being formed is irrelevant. The fact is the Suzuki ref does show that the 
insulator being integrally formed, i.e., structurally assembled, with the stator iron core as one 
unit. That the expression "integral" in the present context has a somewhat broader connotation 
than the applicant's remark, it is not necessary how the insulator formed, i.e., insulator formed in 
advance and separatedly then assembled together, or molded with the stator core by any molding 
process, as for the structure claimed invention the two elements being assembled together are 
read as integrally as one unit. 

Furthermore, applicant is advised of the following court decisions regarding the claim 
language "integral": 

That the expression "integral" in the present context has a somewhat broader connotation 
than appellant argues and is not necessarily restricted to a one-piece article is clear from the 
definition of that term as discussed in Henderson v. Grable, 52 CCPA 920, 339 F.2d 465, 144 
USPQ 91, and In re Larson, 52 CCPA 930, 340 F.2d 965, 144 USPQ 347. In re Kohno, 157 
USPQ 275, 277 n4. (CCPA 1968) (emphasis added). 

Rather it is our opinion that the circumstances here require that the unambiguous term 
"integral" be given the broadest construction the language will reasonably bear without 
resort to the specification from which it originated, 6 In re Kelley, 49 CCPA 1359, 1363, 
305 F.2d 909, 913, 134 USPQ 397, 397; Cusano v. Decepoli, 41 CCPA 968, 970, 214 F. 
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2d 134, 135, 102 USPQ 251, 25 1; Wirkler v. Perkb'ns e/al., 44 CCPA 1005, 245 F.2d 
502, 1 14 USPQ 284, and cases cited therein, and we think such construction includes the 
Henderson parent application disclosure of a collar tightly screwed onto the outer pipe. 
Henderson v. Grable, 144 USPQ 91, 96 (CCPA 1964). 

While the brake disc and clamp of Turtle et al. comprise several parts, they are rigidly 
secured together as a single unit. The constituent parts are so combined as to constitute a 
unitary whole. Webster f s New International Dictionary (Second Edition) defines 
"integral" as "(2) Composed of constituent parts making a whole; composite; 
integrated. " 

We are inclined to agree with the board's construction of the term "integral" as used in 
claim 12. Then, too, we are inclined to agree with the position of the solicitor that the use 
of a one piece construction instead of the structure disclosed in Tuttle et al. would be 
merely a matter of obvious engineering choice. In re Fridolph, 50 CCPA 745, 309 F.2d 
509, 135 USPQ 319.1n re Larson, 144 USPQ 347, 349 (CCPA 1965) (emphasis added). 

2. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Varga and 
Suzuki, as applied in the base claim, and further in view of Kliman et al (US 6445105) 

The combination of Varga and Suzuki discloses the claimed invention, except for the 
limitations of the stator core poles are skewed at an angle respect to the rotary axis. 

Kliman, however, teaching a magnetic core poles are skewed at an angle respect to the 
rotary axis (fig 18). Also, rotor's poles or stator's poles or both thereof are skewed at an angle 
respect to the rotary axis are well known in the art. Such angularly skewed poles would reduce 
cogging torque and increase efficiency of the motor. 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify the stator of the motor by providing the stator with poles are skewed at an angle 
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respect to the rotary axis, as taught by Kliman. Doing so would reduce cogging torque and 
increase efficiency of the motor. 

Allowable Subject Matter 
claims 2,4,9-19,28 and 30 would be allowable if rewritten to include all of the limitations 
of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
Claims 33-34 are allowed. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 



Conclusion 
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Art Unit: 2834 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tran N. Nguyen whose telephone number is (571) 272-2030. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:00AM-4:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Darren Schuberg can be reached on (571)-272-2044. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-2 17-9/f97)(toll-free). 
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